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Executive Summary 

This Task Force was appointed by the County Council in March 1996 and charged 

with the responsibility of formulating long-term strategies for construction and renovation of 

County schools.  Although school overcrowding was identified by the Council as early as 

1990, no comprehensive solution has been enacted to help alleviate overcrowded schools. 

 The Task Force was appointed to help the Council take responsible action, by offering a 

set of specific solutions to address long-term school facility needs. 

 

The strategies discussed in this report represent the consensus of a diverse group of 

individuals representing various viewpoints.  These strategies may look somewhat familiar; 

they largely embody the principles laid out in the County Master Plan in 1989, and in other 

subsequent studies and statements.  Thus, this report represents a coming full circle on the 

issue of the adequacy of school facilities.  The strategies put forth in this report are meant 

to be a comprehensive solution to school overcrowding and should not be viewed 

individually.  They encompass the following principles: 

 

  • Cooperative efforts by all parties in the development review and approval, 

and capital planning and construction processes;  

  • Appropriate and efficient use of County resources -- fiscal and other -- in 

anticipating and meeting school capacity needs; 

  • Openness to innovative approaches to school facility construction and use, 

and to the educational process in general. 

 

The Task Force recognizes that it is acting only in an advisory capacity; it is the 

County Council’s role to establish the appropriate policies.  However, the Task Force 

believes that the strategies identified in this report provide a framework for a 

comprehensive approach to the County's school facility planning and funding needs, and 

that an acceptable set of proposals can be crafted within these guidelines.  Developing 
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 specific proposals to implement these strategies is not the sole responsibility of any one 

branch of government.  This effort requires collaboration between the executive and 

legislative branches, working in the best interests of the County. 

 

It is important to note that there have already been significant developments 

affecting the school capital budget during the period of our deliberations.  These changes 

were the direct result of the work of the Task Force which brought to light the need for 

additional high school capacity.  This heightened awareness of specific school facilities 

needs prompted the County Executive to propose and the County Council to enact an 

$89.6 million School Bond Referendum, $23 million more than was originally planned, 

which the voters will be asked in November to approve.  This is not an increase in the total 

amount of the November bond referenda, but rather a reallocation from other project 

classifications.  This is a significant step in the right direction in meeting our near future high 

school capacity needs, but as this report indicates, more needs to be done to address the 

issue of school overcrowding and adequate school facilities. 

 

I would like to express my gratitude and appreciation to the members of the Task 

Force for their time and efforts and contributions to this report.  Their sense of common 

purpose to achieve the desired goals led to spirited and substantive discussion on a wide 

range of issues.  It was clear from the outset that each member believed strongly in the 

County's educational system and its importance to the County's economic development. 

 

Mention should be made of the special assistance of various staff members from the 

Baltimore County Public Schools; in addition to aiding the Superintendent in his role as a 

member of the Task Force, they also provided important information on a range of topics 

that was very helpful to the Task Force.   

 

I would also like to thank Tischler and Associates, Inc. for their valuable assistance 

in updating a prior study on school facility needs, and providing other insights into planning, 

development, and related topics.  The Chamber of Commerce and the Baltimore County 
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Public Schools generously joined the Auditor's Office in providing financial support for these 

consulting services. 

 

Finally, I would like to thank the members of the Council's staff and the County 

Auditor's Office.  I would especially like to thank Thomas J. Peddicord, Jr., Legislative 

Counsel, Thomas A. Hancock, Fiscal Analyst, and Michelle F. Ganjon, Administrative Aide, 

for their support, guidance and cooperation. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
Brian J. Rowe, CPA 
Chairman 
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 Background 

 

During the 1970's and early 80's, Baltimore County was faced with an excess 

capacity of school facilities due to declining school enrollment, which fell from a high of 

134,042 students in 1971, to a low of 80,630 students by 1986.  Thus began the process of 

closing 23 schools; between 1976 and 1985, 19 elementary schools, 3 middle schools and 

1 special education school were taken out of service and sold, leased or converted to other 

uses (e.g., office use), saving the county millions of dollars in the years of lower enrollment. 

 

Following several years of lower enrollment, the school system experienced a new 

increase in student enrollment to 101,736 students in 1995, the highest in nearly two 

decades.  This, coupled with school closings and reductions in average classroom sizes 

and capacity ratings, has resulted in school overcrowding, primarily at the elementary 

school level. 

 

This task force is only the most recent expression of the County Council’s concern 

for school overcrowding and capacity.  The Council first took note of the problem in the 

Baltimore County Master Plan 1989-2000, adopted February 5, 1990, which recognized the 

issue of school overcrowding, and mandated that schools be given the highest priority for 

consideration of inclusion in adequate facilities legislation.  The Council then took action 

with the enactment of Bill 127-90, “Interim Development Controls - Elementary School 

Capacity”, effective October 1, 1990, which was intended to prevent additional residential 

development in areas with overcrowded elementary schools, while an adequate public 

facilities program was developed.  The legislation defined overcrowded schools as those 

20% or more overcapacity, and not adjacent to an undercapacity school, and also noted 

that schools which were 17% to 20% overcapacity were at risk of possible future impact.  

 

Immediately following adoption of this legislation, the Business Development Council 

of the Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce contracted with Tischler and Associates, 

Inc., a nationally-recognized consulting firm in the fields of fiscal impact analysis and 
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related capital facilities programming, to study this issue.  The specific objectives of the 

study were to evaluate the overcapacity conditions and related issues, assess the need for 

additional facilities over the ensuing decade, estimate the funding needed for this capacity, 

and make appropriate recommendations.  The Tischler Report, entitled “Baltimore County 

Public Schools Future Facility Needs”, issued May 1991, made five recommendations: 

 

1.  Appointment of a broad-based School Facilities Task Force to review the report 

and make specific recommendations to the Schools and County government concerning 

facility planning and funding. 

 

2.  Aggressive implementation, and possible expansion, of the capital improvement 

program, along with the development of public support for such expansion. 

 

3.  Enactment of developer impact fees and optional privatization (cash 

contributions) for school construction, as a prerequisite for project approval. 

 

4.  Consideration of technical adjustments affecting capacity measurement, including 

student-teacher ratios, inclusion of relocatable classrooms and planned additions. 

 

5.  Consideration of changes in use of existing buildings (e.g., reopening, retrofitting) 

and planned new facilities (e.g. flexible use buildings, etc.). 

 

The then County Executive implemented the first recommendation by appointing a 

School Facilities Task Force in August 1991, which included representatives of the 

Administration, BCPS, TABCO, the PTA Council, and the business community.  This Task 

Force issued a report in April 1992 recommending consideration of alternatives to the 

interim development controls, based on a recognition that new home construction is not 

necessarily responsible for school overcrowding.  Nevertheless, the Task Force also 

recommended that approval of new construction in overcapacity districts should take 

account of planned school construction, and that anticipated pupil yield should be 
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considered in all new construction approvals.  Other recommendations included use of 

modular construction, adjustment of the capacity formula for student-teacher ratio changes, 

consideration of reopening closed schools, and a public information effort to build support 

for the funding of additional facilities. 

 

Despite the findings of the Task Force concerning the impact of new construction, 

the Council decided to extend the development restrictions, replacing the “Interim 

Development Controls” with the “Development Controls for Elementary School Capacity”, 

Bill 112-92, effective July 1, 1992.  This law contained the same general provisions as the 

prior law, and included an automatic expiration on July 1, 1995.  The law required the 

Administration, Council, and Board of Education to annually develop a plan to eliminate 

overcrowded conditions identified pursuant to the law.  As provided by law, this effort 

included analysis of the impact of the capital program, the use of redistricting and magnet 

schools to relieve overcrowding, the use of relocatable classrooms and their possible 

inclusion in capacity ratings,  modular construction, a five-year projection of overcapacity 

conditions and the overall educational and economic impact of overcrowding and 

development restrictions. 

 

During the nearly six years, including six annual map updates, since enactment of 

Bill 127-90, a total of 35 elementary schools have at some point been affected by the 

moratorium, including overcapacity and subject to building restrictions, overcapacity but 

adjacent to spare capacity schools, or identified as at risk of possible future impact.  

Schools have moved on and off the list -- and between categories -- due to the construction 

of additions and new schools, redistricting, changes in population, and other factors.  

During this time, some relief was provided by these efforts to create additional permanent 

capacity, change the use of existing capacity, and to use relocatable classrooms as 

temporary capacity.  However, no long-term, comprehensive plan for insuring the adequacy 

of school capacity was developed.  As the expiration of the development control law 

approached in June 1995, the County Council extended the law until July 1, 1996 by Bill 

103-95 with the intent that a permanent solution be developed in the interim.  In October 
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1995, a School Facilities Committee was appointed to suggest possible solutions to school 

overcrowding.  The Committee reflected a broad range of interests and included school 

system personnel, including the retired superintendent of schools, County planning and 

budget personnel, PTA Council representatives, as well as representatives of the housing 

and business community.  The primary recommendations in the Committee Report, issued 

in January 1996, were that the development control law be allowed to expire, and that a 

task force be appointed to study legislative alternatives,  including adequate public facilities 

legislation, impact and/or user fees, and other creative solutions to assist with the financial 

burden of school construction and renovation.  

 

Pursuant to this recommendation, a School Facilities Task Force was appointed in 

March 1996, to formulate long-term strategies for the construction and renovation of County 

Schools.  The Task Force is representative of the varied perspectives concerned with this 

issue, and included the Superintendent of the Baltimore County Public Schools, President 

of the Baltimore County Chamber of Commerce, President of the Council of PTA’s of 

Baltimore County, a prominent real estate developer and Chairman of the University of 

Maryland Medical System, a Professor of Economics at Towson State University, an 

educator and community activist, and the Baltimore County Auditor.  In order to provide 

sufficient time for the Task Force to study the issue and prepare its report, the development 

control law was extended until November 1, 1996 by Bill 65-96. 
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To assist the Task Force, Tischler and Associates, Inc. was contracted to update and 

expand upon its 1991 report with respect to current and future school capacity and 

associated funding needs, and to make further recommendations to help alleviate school 

overcrowding (see Appendix A).  Many of the consultant's recommendations are embodied 

in this report. 

 
 8 



Current and Future Outlook of School Facilities Needs 

 

The Baltimore County Public School System will serve more than 104,000 students 

in the 1996-97 school year.  This enrollment is expected to reach a high of over 110,000 

students by 2003, based on the Department's projection, before enrollment begins to 

decline.  In contrast, current school facilities provide just under 106,000 seats excluding 

relocatable classrooms, and just under 110,000 when relocatables are included.  After 

taking into consideration new construction included in the Adopted FY 1997 Capital Budget 

and Program, this capacity will increase to nearly 112,000 seats by 2005 (nearly 116,000 

with the current inventory of relocatables).  However, this apparent systemwide excess 

capacity masks wide variations between grade levels.  A further review of this data 

indicates that surplus capacity in the elementary and middle schools will be partially offset 

by a significant capacity shortfall in high schools within the next few years. 

 

The task force’s deliberations on these issues over the past several months has 

raised public awareness of the current and pending problems in school capacity.  This 

heightened awareness led to the proposed modifications to the Adopted Capital Budget 

and Program, including significant changes in funding priorities.  The net result of these 

changes increases total school seating capacity to over 114,000 by 2005 (over 118,000 

with current relocatables).  However, a surplus of elementary and middle school capacity 

continues to be offset by a capacity shortfall in high schools, as discussed below. 

 

Elementary Schools  The current (1996-97 school year) elementary school seating 

capacity, excluding relocatables and planned construction, totals 52,271 seats.  Enrollment 

for the 1996-97 school year is projected to be 53,052 students, reflecting a shortfall of 781 

seats.  However, beginning with the 1998-99 school year, enrollment is expected to level-

off and will decline each year thereafter, to a low of 49,506 students by the year 2005.  

When only new capital construction is considered, capacity increases from 52,271 seats to 

55,172 seats by 2005; including relocatables (adjusted between grade levels based on 

shares of total enrollment), the capacity increases from 54,424 to 57,093.  The point at 
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which permanent capacity (excluding relocatables) first exceeds enrollment is in the 1998-

99 school year; including relocatables, capacity already exceeds enrollment in 1996-97.  

The proposed revisions to the Capital Budget and Program modestly reduce planned 

additions to elementary capacity; permanent capacity increases to 54,752 by 2005, or 

56,675 with relocatables. 

 

Middle Schools  Enrollment at the middle school level is projected to increase from 

23,443 students in 1996-97 to a high of 26,968 students in 2002 and then begin to drop off 

to 25,230 students by 2005.  Current capacity, excluding relocatables and planned 

construction, totals 26,715 seats; planned construction increases capacity to 27,715 seats 

by 2005; relocatables could further increase capacity to 28,428.  Thus, on a systemwide 

basis, there is more than sufficient permanent capacity to handle enrollment projections 

now and through the year 2005.  The proposed revisions to the Capital Budget and 

Program slightly increase the planned additions to middle school capacity, reaching 27,815 

(28,528 with relocatables) by 2005. 

 

High Schools  Unlike enrollment at the elementary and middle schools, high school 

enrollment is projected to increase each year from 27,433 students in 1996 to 34,313 

students by the year 2005.  Capacity, however, will not keep pace with enrollment.  

Specifically, current capacity of 26,754 seats will increase to only 28,754 seats including 

planned construction, and 30,176 including relocatables, by 2005.  This results in a shortfall 

of over 5,500 permanent seats (a 4,100 seat shortfall including relocatables).   

 

However, the proposed capital budget revisions provide a fairly significant increase 

in high school capacity, up to 31,754 permanent seats in 2005; while this may eliminate 

more than half of the capacity shortfall, County high schools will still face a capacity 

shortfall of over 2,500 seats by 2005.  Including relocatables, total capacity would be 

33,173, resulting in a shortfall of more than 1,100 seats. 

Conclusion  On a systemwide basis, elementary and middle schools currently 

provide  sufficient seat capacity and will provide sufficient capacity for projected enrollment 
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through the year 2005.  There will be some clusters of crowded elementary and middle 

schools in some areas while some will be under enrolled.  However, even under the revised 

 capital budget, high schools will experience a significant systemwide shortfall in permanent 

capacity beginning with the 1997-98 school year which should continue and steadily 

increase through the 2005-06 school year. 

 

The proposed changes to the Capital Budget and Program move in the right 

direction regarding the need for added high school capacity, but clearly more needs to be 

done.  These further actions include both specific steps to provide additional capacity, as 

well as improved long-term capital and development planning and related efforts which take 

into account projected school facility needs.  The alternative strategies presented in this 

report are intended to help ensure that history does not repeat itself, with the County forced 

to play catch-up in its capital budget, responding to pressing needs which should have 

been anticipated long ago.   

  

  It should be noted that this study is based upon ten-year enrollment projections by 

grade level provided by the Department of Education, primarily for use in capital planning.  

These ten year enrollment projections, based on Maryland Office of Planning projections 

and other data, have proven to be fairly reliable; however, enrollment projections beyond 10 

years are not as reliable. The Department also makes short-term forecasts for the following 

year, for operating budget purposes.  These annual estimates have proven very reliable on 

a systemwide basis with a better than 99% accuracy rate; however, individual school 

results are less predictable.  Similarly, ten-year projections of individual school enrollment 

are useful for general planning purposes, but must be used with caution due to the potential 

for significant annual variations. 
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Comprehensive Alternative Strategies to Alleviate School Overcrowding 

 

Development Moratorium 

The Development Control Law (moratorium), which is due to expire November 1, 

1996, is currently the County's only formal mechanism for addressing school overcrowding. 

 A listing of elementary schools currently affected by this moratorium may be found in 

Appendix D, Table 1.  The moratorium has been in effect for over six years and during that 

time 35 elementary schools have been affected by the moratorium, including 25 

overcapacity schools where building has been restricted at some point, and another 10 

which have been identified as at risk but never subject to building restrictions.  The 

provisions of the current law do not consider relocatables or planned capital improvements. 

 If these two factors are taken into consideration, none of the elementary schools would 

continue to be subject to the moratorium, even after considering the impact of new 

development based on approved and pending building permits.   

 

Proponents of the moratorium argue that development directly impacts school 

overcrowding, and that the County's long-term economic health is dependent on an 

effective school system, which can not exist in severely overcrowded facilities.  On the 

other hand, opponents argue that other factors contribute to school overcrowding, and point 

to overcrowded schools in older, re-populated neighborhoods.  They point out that a 

moratorium is a stop-gap measure which does nothing to insure that adequate school 

capacity is created, and only impedes economic growth in the County.  Both arguments 

have merit.  Development does increase enrollment which may, but not necessarily, result 

in overcrowded schools.  On the other hand, development does not contribute to 

overcapacity in older neighborhoods where there is no or minimal new development.  

Overcrowded schools are caused by a multitude of factors and therefore the solution to 

overcrowding must be as equally comprehensive.   The Task Force views the development 

moratorium, in its current form, as a short-term solution or "quick-fix"; it does not view the 

moratorium as a long-term, comprehensive solution to school overcrowding. 

While the moratorium may have some impact to forestall overcrowding in certain 
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schools, it does nothing to solve the problem and acts only to impede economic growth.  

Other creative solutions, such as those suggested in this report, should be pursued with the 

objective of striking a balance between promoting economic development and providing 

adequate school facilities. 

 

School Construction Funding - Bonds and Project Delays. 

The current Capital Improvement Program includes $48.2 million in authorized and 

appropriated, but unissued, debt for school construction projects.  In addition, another  

$89.6 million for school construction projects is requested in the upcoming referendum for 

the 1998-99 biennium.  This reflects the $23.0 million increase to the original schools bond 

request, shifted from other project classifications, recently approved by the County Council 

at the County Executive’s request.  The proposal also reflects a reduction in estimated 

State funds, from $32.2 to $18.8 million.  This re-estimate is based on the fact that planned 

changes in project priorities have not yet been presented to the State for funding approval; 

due to the uncertainty of State action, anticipated funds have been reduced.  The revised 

biennial total is $108.4 million for school construction. 

 

There are many reasons why debt may remain unissued for several years, all related 

to the fact that debt is only issued in response to cash needs for the overall capital 

program.  If certain projects are delayed, or are in design and planning stages where 

significant cash outlay is not needed, existing cash may be adequate and the issuance of 

new debt may be delayed.  Also, specific fiscal management decisions may be made to 

restrict capital expenditures, thus delaying the need to issue debt and incur additional debt 

service costs; this has occurred in Baltimore County in recent years. 

 

Although there may be reasonable explanations for previously-authorized debt to 

remain unissued -- even while additional debt authorization is sought -- every effort should 

be made to insure that projects which have received prior appropriations are not subject to 

long, unnecessary delays.  There are recent examples of delays in school building projects 

for various reasons.  For example, delays due to unanticipated high bids and construction 
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manager contracting can be seen in the Towson High Modernization project; site-related 

problems have delayed commencement of the Sparks Elementary reconstruction and new 

Southwest Elementary projects.  On the other hand, there are examples of rapid execution 

of priority projects, such as the completion of 11 school additions in less than a year in 

1994-95.  In total, 10,000 seats are expected to have been added by the start of the 1996-

97 school year through additions, reopening of closed schools, and changes in building 

usage.  Efforts should be made to improve the setting of priorities, the planning and design 

of projects, and the management of the construction process to insure that this type of 

success is the rule rather than the exception in the future. 

 

There are several ways in which the management of school construction and capital 

improvements can be strengthened, including stricter accountability within the current 

structure, and privatization of some aspects of capital program implementation.  These and 

other concepts are discussed in greater detail later in this report. 

 

School Construction Funding -- Grade Level Priorities 

One of the primary conclusions of the Tischler and Associates Report is "It is 

apparent that capital plans for future school facilities should be shifted more towards high 

schools and away from elementary and middle schools as is presently the case.  Changing 

systemwide enrollments indicate that elementary and middle school capacity shortfalls are 

or will be alleviated in the near future while high schools will face serious capacity 

shortfalls." 

 

The Task Force agrees with this conclusion.  Based on projections of declining 

student enrollments, elementary and middle schools will have surplus capacity of over 

4,200 seats by the year 2000, while high schools will experience increasing enrollment and 

capacity shortfalls.  As previously discussed, it is estimated that by the year 2005, under 

the Adopted Capital Budget, high schools will be over capacity by more than 5,500 seats. 

Even with the recently proposed revisions to the capital budget, there still will be a capacity 

shortfall in the high schools of more than 2,500 seats. 
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In order to help provide adequate high school capacity, serious consideration should 

be given to providing new or reallocated funds within the capital program to create 

additional high school seats.  According to the average per-seat cost of high school 

additions included in the FY 1997 Capital Budget and Program, these total needed seats 

could cost close to $50 million.  However, it is important to note that only a portion -- and 

possibly a small portion -- of this would represent net additional capital cost; the bulk of 

these funds could be available from the following sources: 

 

1.  To the extent there is or will soon be excess capacity in elementary and middle 

schools (at least on a systemwide basis), a significant portion of the more than $70 million 

in the FY 1997 Capital Budget and Program for added elementary and middle school seats 

can be reallocated to create additional high school seats, to help meet capacity shortfalls.  

While the proposed revisions increase the funding for high school projects, close to $70 

million remains for additional elementary and middle school seats; although this reflects 

higher per seat costs to provide fewer additional seats, further reallocations may be 

appropriate. 

 

2.  The Adopted FY 1997 Capital Budget reflects a new policy of "bundling" a portion 

of funds in general project categories such as major maintenance and roof rehabilitation, 

which are expected to later be reallocated to specific school construction projects (this 

concept is addressed in detail later in this report).  The County Executive's adjustment to 

the Planning Board's recommended capital budget for schools added $36 million to these 

general project categories, including $24 million in reductions to specific school 

construction projects and $12 million in additional funds.  It can be expected that some 

portion of this $24 million will be later reallocated to specific construction projects, and it 

would be reasonable for these to be high school projects.  Further, the proposed capital 

budget revisions add more than $22 million to the major maintenance project category in 

the later years of the capital program; a portion of these additional funds should also be 

reallocated to high school projects. 
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3.  Other funds in the capital budget for specific modernization projects at all grade 

levels may later be reallocated to the construction of new high school capacity.  The 

proposed revisions would eliminate some modernization projects for this purpose. 

 

4.  Some portion of the high school overcrowding will likely be accommodated 

through the use of relocatable classrooms, as is currently the case (the issue of 

relocatables is also addressed later in this report). 

 

 Capital Planning Process 

The County's capital planning and budgeting process for schools involves 

participants with varied interests and perspectives -- the Department of Education, the 

Planning Board, the County Executive and his staff, and ultimately, the County Council.  

However, with each participant acting independently to implement their goals, and 

modifying the decisions of those who acted before, the process can be disjointed and 

inefficient; the result can be a capital program that appears to serve everyone's goals in 

part, but does not truly serve the County's long-term interests. 

 

While the overall capital budget process is laid out in the Charter, procedural 

improvements can be made that do not require Charter amendment.  In one recent 

experiment, Education, Planning and Budget Office staff met prior to the presentation of the 

Executive Budget and jointly developed agreed-on school capital priorities; the effort was 

not continued into subsequent years, and disjointed capital planning ensued.  These 

meetings and discussions should be made a regular part of the planning process and 

should include representation from the State’s Interagency Committee for School 

Construction (IAC); it is only through successive years of joint planning that true progress 

can be made. 

 

The FY 1997 Capital Budget reflects a new policy of "bundling" a portion of funds in 

general project categories such as major maintenance and roof rehabilitation, which are 
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expected to later be reallocated to specific school construction projects.  Specifically, the 

County Executive's adjustment to the Planning Board's recommended capital budget for 

schools added $36 million to these general project categories, including $24 million in 

reductions to specific school construction projects and $12 million in additional funds.  It 

can be expected that some portion of this $24 million will be later reallocated to specific 

construction projects.  This budgeting approach should be taken a step farther, with the 

creation of general project categories for additions and new schools by grade level; funds 

proposed for these projects in the capital program would be allocated to specific school 

projects when needs become clear.  This approach serves two important purposes.  First, it 

facilitates sound long-term fiscal planning by reflecting total anticipated funding needs in the 

capital program.  Second, it achieves this goal without appearing to commit the County to 

specific school projects which may not ultimately be undertaken; the current practice of 

listing individual projects several years in advance of planned construction understandably 

creates community expectations about the future, which are difficult to overcome if 

conditions, needs or priorities change and those funds are redirected.  

 

This move away from the premature identification of specific school construction 

projects in the long-range capital plan should also be incorporated into the planning 

process.  The Budget and Planning Offices recently cooperated in making projections of 

school facility needs on a regional basis, rather than by individual schools; this provides 

more flexibility in responding to changing current and projected needs.  It should also be 

recognized that this approach implies that redistricting, and more creative ideas such as 

shifting grade levels between elementary, middle or high school, must be seen as important 

tools in meeting facility needs. 

Adequate Public School Facilities Law 

The Baltimore County Master Plan and County Code state that development policies 

and regulations are intended to provide for adequate and efficient public and community 

services of various types, including schools.  However, the development review and 

approval process in the Code does not specify any compliance, information reporting or 

other requirements concerning schools, other than the submission of development plans to 
 
 17 



the Department of Education for review.  Accordingly, the zoning regulations adopted 

pursuant to the Code also include no references to the provision of adequate school 

facilities. 

 

 As stated in the recent comprehensive study, Managing Maryland's Growth -- 

Models and Guidelines: Adequate Public Facilities (Maryland Office of Planning: June 

1996), an Adequate Public Facility (APF) law is intended to: 

...rein in 'runaway' development until facilities can be made adequate.  
APF...bases development approvals...on specifically defined public facility 
capacity standards.  They are designed to curtail development in areas 
where public facilities are inadequate, and to delay development in planned 
growth areas until adequate service levels are in place or reasonably 
assured. 

 

A review of other Maryland jurisdictions revealed that APF laws are fairly common.  

As summarized in Appendix B, 12 Maryland counties have some version of an APF law in 

the development review and approval process (including Carroll County's recently enacted 

Interim Development Control Law, which codified non-binding school facility and other 

standards already in place), covering facilities such as roads (all 12), water (11), sewer (10) 

and other facilities (7 cover one or more other categories, predominantly fire services).  

Eleven of the laws also have specific provisions for consideration of school capacity.  This 

excludes Baltimore County's development control law, which is a school facility-based 

moratorium, rather than a component of the County's APF law.  As noted in the study, "APF 

laws are more structured than specifically enacted legislative moratoriums which are 

generally last ditch efforts to control conditions where there are serious deficiencies."  The 

oldest of these laws are in Montgomery  and Prince George's Counties, which were both 

enacted in 1973.  The details of these laws vary, including what capacity test is applied, 

how and when it is applied, and various allowable exceptions and waivers. 

 

The Task Force recognizes that there are strong arguments on both sides of the 

APF issue in general, and regarding the specific provisions of such a law.  Most of these 

arguments revolve around the issue of economic growth and development: opponents fear 
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an APF is merely a tool to stop development, and supporters see an APF as the only way 

to prevent overdevelopment and excessive demands on public services. 

 

As stated in the State study, while APF laws “... are often seen as anti-growth 

mechanisms, a properly designed program will in fact facilitate economic growth and serve 

to streamline regulatory mechanisms."  It is important that the public, and elected officials, 

recognize that an APF is not a panacea which solves all development and facility problems; 

instead, as noted in the study, the law "... must be applied in combination with many other 

planning tools, and in the context of a broader, comprehensive growth management plan 

program."  It must also be coordinated with a realistic, long-term facilities assessment and 

capital planning program. 

 

There is also a concern that an APF is designed for areas of rapid new growth, and 

may not help those older communities without significant new development which face 

overcrowding in the local schools due to changing demographics, repopulation or similar 

factors.   However, as pointed out in the study, an APF can "... support the revitalization of 

older urban areas where facilities have the ability to absorb growth."  In Baltimore County, 

where the conservation and revitalization of existing communities has been established as 

a high priority development policy, an APF law may help to insure that adequate public 

resources are directed to needs in the older communities, and that facilities in new 

development areas are not funded at the expense of these communities. 

 

Along these same lines, the study points out that an APF law "... can help maintain 

the fiscal integrity of a government by helping to reduce the demands for excessive 

borrowing to finance new facilities which are demanded by unexpected growth." 

 

Opponents also argue that an APF will not mandate that required capital planning is 

undertaken and funds appropriated to provide needed schools; the law may then simply act 

as a de facto building moratorium.  While there is no simple response to these concerns, 

improvements to the capital planning and capital program implementation processes 
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discussed elsewhere in this report are critically needed in the County, whether or not an 

APF is enacted.  However, when properly implemented, an APF is a key component in 

striking a balance between economic development and facilitating planning of adequate 

public facilities. 

 

Also, as pointed out in the State study, administering an APF law can be 

administratively complex, costly and time consuming: these factors might also work to slow 

development review and approval.  However, given that the County currently administers 

an APF for facilities other than schools, and a separate school-based development control 

law, administration of a comprehensive APF may in fact be less problematic than the 

current situation. 

 

After considering arguments on both sides of the issue, and after considerable 

debate, the Task Force remained divided with respect to an Adequate Public School 

Facilities Law, with those that represent the business and development community on one 

side, and those that represent the community at large on the other.  Representatives of the 

business and development community remained skeptical of the merits of an APF law for 

schools, believing that such a law is in reality a moratorium, while representatives of the 

community at large felt that such a law is long overdue as a legitimate planning tool for 

county government.  Although a consensus could not be reached as to whether to 

recommend an APF for schools, there was general agreement that if such an APF were to 

be considered by the County Council, its provisions should embrace the following 

principles: 

 

• Contribute to a growth management plan that promotes economic growth 

and regulatory efficiency, and concentrates growth in suitable areas where 

facility development is planned; 

 

• Promote conservation of resources by avoiding expenditures on unnecessary 

facilities, and; 
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• Provide funding mechanisms that maximize efficient use of capital funds.   

 

Specific provisions to implement these principles could be selected from among the 

following options: 

 

Procedural provisions: Addressing adequacy of school facilities early in the 

development approval process, and at appropriate intervals,  provides the best opportunity 

to resolve any potential problems:  

 

1. At the informational conference prior to preparation of the concept plan, the 

developer should be encouraged to meet with the appropriate County 

agencies to obtain information about the schools in the service area affected 

by the development, including their current capacity and enrollment. 

 

2. The concept plan should include a preliminary projection of the impact of the 

development on enrollment in the affected schools; if overcapacity is 

projected, the plan should include preliminary indications of how to relieve the 

overcapacity, including appropriate action required by the County. 

 

3. The concept plan conference provides an opportunity for the department of 

education and other officials to comment on the projected impact of the 

development and plans to relieve any projected overcapacity. 

 

4. The community input meeting provides an opportunity for other parties to 

raise any concerns about projected overcapacity or ways of providing 

sufficient capacity. 

 

5. The development plan should include final projections of the impact of the 

development on enrollment in the affected schools, and revised proposals for 
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relieving any projected overcapacity, including the results of prior meetings 

and conferences. 

 

6. During preliminary and final county review, including  the development plan 

conference and the filing of comments, there is a final opportunity for the 

department of education and other agencies and parties to address 

remaining concerns about proposals for relieving any projected overcapacity. 

 

Substantive provisions:  Various options are available regarding the determination of 

adequate school capacity, allowable exemptions and other items: 

 

1. The fundamental premise of an Adequate Public School Facilities Law is that 

no development plan or building permit should be approved unless the 

affected elementary, middle, high and other schools in the service area of the 

proposed development have adequate capacity for current enrollment, and 

for the projected additional enrollment resulting from the development, unless 

a specific exemption is allowed.  However, the members of the Task Force 

felt that such a blanket restriction should not be imposed for a period of more 

than three years on a proposed development plan which is otherwise 

acceptable to the County.  Should the County not take or pursue appropriate 

remedies within the 3-year period, development would be allowed to proceed. 

 

2. Development restrictions should not be imposed if the ratio of projected 

enrollment in the affected school after considering the impact of the proposed 

development to total rated capacity of the school does not exceed 115% for 

an elementary school or 120% for a middle, high or other school. 

 

3. School capacity should be determined by the county board of education 

using their standard methodology, but should exclude relocatable classrooms 

which are intended for use for no more than three years, and include 
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relocatable modular school additions which are intended for use for more 

than three years. 

 

4. School capacity should be projected as of the time the projected enrollment 

increase will occur, based on pending or approved actions, or the use of 

funds which have been included in the most recently-approved capital budget 

and program. 

 

5. The projected enrollment impact of development should be determined 

utilizing the county board of education’s current average pupil yield ratio 

factors. 

 

6. Development restrictions should not be imposed if overcrowding will be 

temporarily alleviated through the use of relocatable classrooms and is 

expected to be no more than three years in duration, at which time sufficient  
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capacity will be available due to declining enrollment, construction of 

additional capacity, redistricting or other means.  

 

7. The following mitigating factors, which effectively provide adequate capacity 

or relieve overcapacity, may be taken into account to allow exceptions to the 

restrictions imposed by the requirement of adequate capacity:  

 

a. The impact of the projects  included in the most recently-approved 

capital budget and program, or planned for inclusion in the upcoming 

capital budget and program, including: 

 

1) Planned additions to an existing affected school which will 

provide adequate capacity; 

 

2) Renovation or replacement of an existing affected school 

creating additional seats which will provide adequate capacity; 

 

3) Construction of a new school in the service area of the 

proposed development which will provide adequate capacity; or 

 

4) Any of the above projects for a school in an adjacent service 

area to an affected inadequate capacity school, if the project 

will result in sufficient spare capacity to accommodate the 

excess enrollment from the affected school under a 

redistricting plan. 

 

b. The affected school with inadequate capacity is adjacent to a service 

area with a school having sufficient spare capacity to accommodate 

the excess enrollment from the affected school under a redistricting 

plan. 
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c. Other school district programs or initiatives which provide adequate 

capacity or relieve overcapacity, including grade realignments or 

reassignments, schedule changes, magnet schools, special program 

locations, work-study, early graduation or other programs. 

 

d. The Task Force also agreed that the Board of Education should be 

given the discretion to determine whether, in fact, a statistical 

projection of an “overcrowding” problem represented a real problem or 

whether the projected students could be accommodated without 

compromising the quality of education.  The Task Force noted that, in 

some cases, “overcrowded” might mean only one more student per 

class, on average.  It also recognized that, because definitions of 

“overcrowding” vary between the State and County, the School Board 

should have the discretion to make a judgment in cases where the 

problem may be merely statistical. 

 

e. Developer actions to assist in the provision of adequate capacity or 

relief of overcapacity, negotiated and agreed upon with the county 

board of education and office of planning, including the following: 

 

1) Inclusion of a donated school site in the development plan to 

serve the development or donation of a site to serve an 

adjacent district; 

 

2) Full or partial construction of an addition,  new or replacement 

school or renovations which create adequate capacity; or 

3) Payment of a waiver fee established by the county board of 

education and office of planning and deposited into a special 

fund for use in constructing school projects.  Such fees could 
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be specified as between $1,000 and  $1,500 per unit, based on 

the extent and grade level of projected added enrollment. 

 

f. The hearing officer must make a finding that one or more of the above 

mitigating factors exist in order to approve a development plan that is 

projected to result in inadequate capacity. 

 

8. General exceptions should be made for non-residential development; 

housing for the elderly; life care facilities; emergency or transitional housing 

facilities; sheltered housing for handicapped or disabled; child care facilities;  

and, any other development, project or facility which is determined to have no 

impact upon student enrollment. 

 

9. A general exception should also be made for a development which has been 

issued building permits, grading permits and a public works agreement if 

required, or has had substantial construction commenced. 

 

10. Provision should be made for development plans which result in inadequate 

capacity but meet all other county requirements.  These plans may be 

processed, and placed on an approved waiting list in the order the plans are 

otherwise approved.  The development would be allowed to proceed after a 

period of three years on the waiting list or earlier, if, prior to the expiration of 

three years, actions have been taken or events have occurred which provide 

adequate capacity or relieve overcapacity, or a finding is made that one or 

more of the above-described mitigating factors exists. 

 

Funding Sources 

Impact Fees  To help finance school construction, Tischler and Associates 

recommended that serious consideration be given to implementing impact fees so new 

growth pays for its fair share of school capital costs.  Baltimore County currently imposes 
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developer assessments in many cases to recover the appropriate share of infrastructure 

construction costs which is necessary for, or directly benefits, private development.  The 

County has the authority under Section 33-1 of the County Code to impose properly-

structured impact "taxes" to fund projects which are required for, or which benefit, new 

development.  However, impact "fees", per se, require explicit approval of the General 

Assembly, but do not differ in effect from allowable impact "taxes". 

 

In reviewing the role of impact fees, the Task Force noted the following: 

 

• While such fees may be imposed on the developer, they are ultimately paid by the 

home buyer.  As such, impact fees become just another tax, increasing the County's 

settlement costs which are already one of the highest in the region.  This could have a 

negative impact on the County's economy. 

 

•  As noted by the Consultant, impact fees are regressive since they are the same 

regardless of the market value of the house. 

 

•  Impact fees are restricted to the district in which they are collected which severely 

limits their effectiveness in funding school facilities needs. 

 

•  While it can be argued that new growth should pay its fair share of school facility 

demands, all citizens benefit either directly or indirectly by the public school system. 
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•  Impact fees may create an expectation, if not an obligation, to provide adequate 

school facilities.  However, as noted in the Maryland Office of Planning study, "impact fees 

...provide a means to raise additional funds for capital projects, but do not guarantee that 

sufficient funds will be available, and meanwhile have no effect on the pace of 

development." 

 

In summary, the Task Force recognizes that impact fees can be an important tool in 

the appropriate circumstances; they are best utilized to help fund school construction or 

additions when it can be demonstrated that such projects would not be necessary in the 

foreseeable future, but for the projected enrollment impact of the new development.  The 

Task Force believes that impact fees may not be sufficiently justified at this time, but that 

other funding mechanisms which are more broadly applied or more carefully targeted as 

discussed below are worthy of further consideration. 

 

Excise Tax A broadly-applied excise tax would provide funds for various facility 

needs on a countywide basis.  Authority for such a tax derives from the same broad County 

powers under which an “impact tax” could be imposed.  The County may enact an excise 

tax on the use of particular types of property or products, for the purpose of regulating that 

use.  Therefore, a general property development tax could be imposed. 

 

Such a tax would have many of the same limitations as impact fees or taxes 

regarding the burden on home buyers.  However, use of the proceeds would not be 

restricted to any specific area, nor to the provision of particular types of facilities, thus 

allowing a flexible and comprehensive County response to the impact of development.  

Nevertheless, because of the potential impact on home settlement costs, imposition of an 

excise tax may not be economically advisable at this time. 

 

Waiver Fees  If an APF were enacted, it could include provisions for developer 

payment of waiver fees or full or partial funding of needed school facilities. Several of the 

jurisdictions with APF laws allow developers who would otherwise be subject to restrictions 
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due to inadequate facilities to make specified payments into a special fund, for use by the 

County in providing necessary facilities in that area.  In some cases, these are in addition to 

generally-imposed impact fees in the county.  Again, such fees pose a burden that will likely 

be passed on to home buyers, but they have the advantage of being tied to specific facility 

needs related to a development project.   

 

Privatization 

Various aspects of the "privatization" concept may be appropriate in the school 

facility area.  As noted above, developer contributions may be an option  under an APF law 

to partially fund adequate facilities.  Developers may also, under an APF law or on their 

own volition, provide full funding, arrange for financing, or actually construct, necessary 

school facilities. 

 

During the Task Force discussion of these issues, it was suggested that public 

construction projects will almost always be more expensive and time-consuming than 

private sector projects, due to the involvement of many participants in the planning and 

design process, the need to obtain funding, the requirements of the bidding process, and 

other factors.  It was further suggested that such costs in Baltimore County -- specifically 

school construction costs -- are among the highest of all jurisdictions. 

 

Based on these considerations, it was suggested that the private sector could 

construct school facilities quicker and for less money than the public sector.  The Task 

Force believes that it would be worthwhile to undertake a pilot project to determine the 

extent to which this is true.  If successful, this approach should be more widely used. 

 

A more limited privatization of the planning, design, construction and/or project 

management process may also be a useful tool.  Most engineering work is now contracted  
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out, except for roof projects.  Private construction managers have recently been used for 

several smaller projects, and a few larger projects, including Towson High modernization. 

 

These approaches have the benefit of bringing appropriate professional expertise 

into the school construction program on an as-needed basis, rather than maintaining such 

personnel on staff; however, the technical and cost advantages may be somewhat offset by 

a loss of the direct accountability of County staff.  It may also be more difficult to insure 

appropriate instructional staff input to the building design process if outside contractors are 

managing that process. 

 

Reserving School Sites 

One of the concerns raised by Tischler and Associates is an inadequate number of 

available school sites.  Specifically, the consultant noted that "apparently the school board 

is running short of sites for new schools, especially high schools."  One way to solve this 

problem is to identify future school sites as part of the development planning process and 

as development occurs, reserve and acquire the sites as needed. 

 

This, of course, requires more predictable planning for school facility needs, as well 

as anticipating and budgeting site acquisition funds.  While it may be difficult to obtain 

support for committing land or funds in advance of actual facility needs, this is an essential 

component of effective planning.  One way to get more support for this effort is to make 

specific arrangements for alternative future public or private uses of reserved sites, if the 

anticipated need does not materialize. 

 

Advance planning and funding for site acquisition is one of the primary advantages 

afforded by an adequate public school facilities law, since developers may be given the 

option of providing a school site within their development as a way of meeting the adequate 

facility test.  By identifying facility needs early in the process, acquisition of a  
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school site can be incorporated into the development plan, and construction funding can be 

included in the capital program. 

 

Use of Relocatables 

The Department of Education's annual systemwide enrollment projections have 

proven to be fairly reliable with a 99% accuracy rate.  However, enrollment at the individual 

school level is very difficult to project.  Although systemwide enrollment projections reflect 

surplus capacity at elementary and middle schools by 2000, invariably there will continue to 

be facility needs at particular schools that are or will be critically overcrowded.   

 

Over capacity at a particular school is viewed as either short-term or long-term.  The 

Task Force defines "short-term" overcapacity as three years or less.  Short-term facility 

needs should be accommodated by moving relocatable classrooms from under-capacity to 

over-capacity schools on a year to year basis as needed.  Further, relocatable classrooms 

should not be counted in school capacity for purposes of determining long-term capital 

needs.  The primary benefit of this approach is that it helps insure that short-term capacity 

problems are met by short-term facility solutions.  This allows scarce capital funds to be 

allocated to long-term facility needs, rather than being needlessly spent on short-term 

problems. 

 

Long-term capital needs, where overcapacity is expected to continue for more than 

three years at a particular school, should be met by capital additions, renovations or 

replacement of existing facilities where feasible.  In the past, such capital improvements 

have been in the form of modular additions.  These modular additions, however, are 

generally not relocatable.  Today, there are modular units available that are truly 

relocatable.  They are attached directly to existing facilities and not only include classrooms 

but other facilities as well, such as lockers, lavatories, etc.  Consideration should be given 

to these "new" relocatable modular additions to meet long-term facility needs at a particular 

school.  Further, these additions should be considered in capacity when located at a 

particular school. Once counted, capital construction funds could be shifted to other critical 
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areas. 

 

Redistricting to Relieve School Crowding 

The Maryland Annotated Code provides that, "with the advice of the county 

superintendent, the county board shall determine the geographical attendance area for 

each school...."  BCPS' current Boundary Change Practices, established in 1986 in 

response to parental request for more involvement in the redistricting process, are included 

as Appendix C. 

 

A primary goal in establishing school boundaries, and a central purpose in modifying 

those boundaries, is the equitable distribution of students among seats available in schools. 

 While redistricting may be used to relieve overcrowding in specific schools -- and arguably 

should be one of the first options considered when an overcapacity district is adjacent to an 

undercapacity district -- it may also be undertaken to serve other purposes.  These include 

the improvement of feeder school patterns (elementary to middle and middle to high 

school) by standardizing boundaries of schools serving a given community, and the 

elimination of isolated "satellite" areas away from community schools which result from past 

space constraints or development and demographic changes.  The racial balance of 

schools is also a permissible consideration when establishing school boundaries, but it may 

not be the sole reason and no legal hardship may result from the busing involved. 

 

These and other factors must be taken into account whenever redistricting is 

considered.  When carefully managed, school redistricting can maximize the efficient and 

effective use of current school capacity.  Thus, demands on limited capital dollars are 

minimized.  However, even the most logically and carefully planned redistricting process is 

subject to resistance because it frequently elicits highly emotional reactions from those 

potentially affected -- students, parents and business and community leaders.  Special 

attention must be given to redistricting proposals in order to avoid violation of Civil Rights 

legislation due to changing demographic patterns within Baltimore County. 
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Changes in school boundaries should be as infrequent as possible; therefore, 

redistricting must be used only in response to long-term capacity problems.  This is 

particularly evident in the case of high schools. As previously noted, the County is facing a 

significant capacity shortfall in its high schools.  However, high school redistricting has a 

very slow impact on overcrowding because it is normally phased in over a four-year period. 

 Therefore, redistricting should not be considered unless it is clearly an appropriate long-

term solution. 

 

As noted above, when an overcapacity district is adjacent to an undercapacity 

district, making better use of existing space through redistricting should be one of the first 

options considered, before consideration of construction of additional capacity.  One recent 

situation combined both approaches.  Arbutus Elementary had been more than 20% 

overcapacity and not adjacent to a district with adequate spare capacity, and thus subject 

to the moratorium, for several years through 1994.  Construction of an addition at adjacent 

Relay Elementary created sufficient capacity to absorb some of Arbutus' excess students 

and redistricting in early 1995 reduced Arbutus’ overcapacity level to just over 1% in 1995-

96. 

 

A currently pending overcapacity situation illustrates where redistricting might be 

considered as an alternative to new construction.  Seven Oaks Elementary has been more 

than 20% overcapacity since 1993; in 1993 and 1994 it was subject to the moratorium, but 

in 1995 it was exempted because an adjacent school had adequate spare capacity.  In fact, 

Seven Oaks is surrounded by spare capacity schools on three sides in close proximity, two 

of which (Gunpowder and Carney) each have more than twice as many spare seats as 

Seven Oaks would need to get below 20% overcapacity.  Nevertheless, the  
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proposed FY 1997 Capital Budget and Program includes funds in FY 1998, totaling $1.6 

million, to build an addition to Seven Oaks. 

 

Redistricting will always be difficult to agree on and to implement, for school officials, 

parents and students.  There are cases where it best serves the educational process, 

regardless of fiscal considerations.  In times of scarce public resources, it is even more 

important to carefully consider redistricting as a possible alternative to the expenditure of 

funds on new construction, where appropriate.  Recognizing that redistricting is generally 

unpopular, it nevertheless is one of the primary responsibilities of the Board of Education to 

pursue this option in appropriate circumstances.  The Board must be prepared to endure 

the criticism that may come with such decisions.   

 

 Adjusting Classroom Capacity 

Currently, the State's Interagency Committee for School Construction  determines 

school capacity using an average classroom capacity of 25 students, with adjustments for 

certain grades and classroom configurations; in the recent past this figure had been as high 

as 30 students.  Baltimore County's capacity ratings use a class size of 24 for elementary 

and 26 for middle and high schools, with comparable adjustments.  The Task Force 

discussed the impact of increasing the County's classroom capacity assumptions on total 

school capacity ratings, noting the corresponding effect on staffing and other operating 

budget items.  For example, increasing middle and high school classroom capacity by just 

one student would increase capacity by over 2,000 seats systemwide; further, this 

adjustment would be consistent with the student-teacher ratio under the staffing levels 

funded in the current operating budget.  Increasing the elementary school classroom 

capacity by just one student would increase capacity by over 2,100 seats systemwide; 

however, this adjustment would be inconsistent with the student-teacher ratio under the 

staffing levels funded in the current operating budget.  Of course, the real impact of these 

adjustments is not to directly create any additional classrooms or capacity, but to alter the 

assumptions used for capital -- and operating -- budget purposes.  If existing capacity is 

deemed able to accommodate additional students, then the need for additional construction 
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is lessened; if class sizes increase, then teaching staff can be reallocated. 

 

It is important to note that raising the average class size also increases the range of 

class sizes.  The resulting increase in class sizes may negatively impact instruction.  The 

Task Force notes that increasing class size is counter-intuitive to the widely-held belief that 

every effort should be made to reduce class size to improve instruction.  A review of recent 

research on this topic suggests a range of views on the impact of class size on quality of 

instruction.  However, it does appear that smaller class size is most beneficial in those 

subjects which require more teacher-pupil interaction, and for those students who require 

more individual attention (economically disadvantaged, disabled, lower academic ability, 

etc.). 

 

Extending the School Day 

A properly managed program of flexible extended school day schedules -- primarily 

for high schools -- can effectively increase school capacity and provide expanded individual 

opportunities.  Nationally, many school districts have tried new approaches since the 1994 

report of the National Education Commission on Time and Learning.  Extending the school 

day (or year) is the third most common approach to adjusting the use of time in schools, 

following redesigning available time (for example, the four-period block schedule) and the 

use of technology. 

 

It should be noted that an extended school day approach is not the same as split-

shift scheduling, with which the public may be more familiar.  Split-shifts have been 

tolerated as a short-term solution to specific school situations, but would be opposed as a 

countywide policy.  The extended school day is a comprehensive approach involving both 

day and evening school operations.  With classes offered during two or three overlapping 

schedules, students will have many opportunities to take required and elective courses.  At 

a school with sufficient numbers of students, scheduling can be more flexible allowing 

students to attend classes to suit their individual needs, and schedule work, an internship 

program, or part-time community college classes. 
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There are several issues that need to be addressed.  There will be an impact on 

family schedules, as siblings might be on varying schedules affecting child care, dinner, 

and carpools.  Some students will leave for school or arrive home in the dark during certain 

seasons.  Transportation will be complex and could impact all schools in the feeder pattern. 

 Teachers' and support services' contract issues will need to be reviewed.  Scheduling will 

need to take into account teacher work loads, extremes in class sizes, and meeting, 

planning, and professional development times for groups of teachers countywide.  Lunch 

shifts may need to be altered or increased. 

 

While extensive planning would be needed to deal with this range of complications, it 

seems that the potential benefits of this concept warrant careful review by the school 

system. 

 

 Adjusting the Grade Levels in Middle and High Schools 

The current organizational structure of middle school, grades 6-8, and high school, 

grades 9-12, was put into place throughout the state of Maryland and many places in the 

country about twenty years ago.  The prevailing configuration prior to change was junior 

high, grades 7-9, and senior high, grades 10-12.  The National Middle School Association 

believes that "the middle school is an educational response to the needs and 

characteristics of youngsters during the transition from childhood to full adolescence and, 

as such, deals with the full range of intellectual and developmental needs."  Medical studies 

report that, on the average, children reach puberty nearly a year earlier than in the 1970s.  

This evidence might be additional rationale for the change in organization.  Although some 

students in grades 6-8 may soon be able to earn a limited number of high school credits, 

the completion of these requirements is a primary educational task of  
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grades 9-12.  Therefore, the move to add grade 9 to the high school, when creating the 

middle school, seemed logical. 

 

Nationally there are a number of grade level structures, including elementary-middle 

school combinations of grades Prekindergarten-8, middle schools of 5-8, intermediate 

schools of 7-8, junior highs of 7-9, and junior-senior highs of 7-12.  However, the 6-8 and 9-

12 pattern is probably the most widely used.  There is at least one school district in the 

state, Montgomery County, that created various groupings to accommodate patterns of 

enrollment.  At the time that this was done, guidelines for the middle grades and high 

schools were distributed providing some consistency of expectations regardless of the 

grade level pattern. 

 

Any change in the current grade patterns in Baltimore County would have to take 

into account not only the developmental and educational needs of students, but a number 

of logistical issues.  The enrollment patterns of the feeder area over time would have to be 

considered, so as not to create the need to change grade level patterns every few years.  A 

major consideration would be whether any grade reconfiguration must be countywide, to 

insure consistency, or if it would be workable to only make changes in particular schools.  If 

the latter course were chosen, careful review and modification of computerized records, 

designed for the 6-8 and 9-12 configuration, would have to be made.  The composition of 

faculties would have to be considered to assure that teachers with the appropriate expertise 

were available for the additional courses.  Logistics such as transportation discussed in the 

section on extending the school day should be reviewed to determine if adjustments are 

needed due to grade level structure changes. 

 

It must be recognized that there would be costs involved in modifying school 

buildings to provide facilities that adequately accommodate the program of studies, 

classroom configurations and other needs of different grade levels.  In addition to such 

renovations of existing buildings, the design of new facilities -- whether new buildings or 

additions -- should be flexible so that space may be adaptable for use by different grade 
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levels at different times. 

 

Participating in Cooperative Programs with Post-Secondary Institutions 

The School system currently participates with the Community Colleges of Baltimore 

County and many four-year colleges and universities to provide a variety of opportunities 

for high school students.  Although the current level of participation in these programs does 

not free up large numbers of seats in any one school, expansion of these programs could 

have an appreciable effect on capacity. 

 

Students now are participating in part-time high school/part-time college programs 

that allow high school credit, college credit, or both to be earned.  Students who are 

uncertain about making a commitment to college can take one or more courses with the 

support system offered by the high school.  Students who have met their high school 

credits in three years or three and one-half, particularly at schools with the four-period day 

schedule, can take a limited number of courses at their high school and begin to earn 

college credit before graduation.  The general education requirements of Maryland's post-

secondary institutions or technical program credits can be earned in this fashion.  In fact, in 

some schools, students are taking college level courses through distance learning.  Further, 

discussions have just begun about a three-year Bachelor's Degree Program that involves 

the public schools, community colleges, and four-year institutions. 

 

The expansion of these cooperative programs raises various issues affecting 

students, including the cost of tuition, financial aid for part-time students, and 

transportation.  Issues are also raised for the schools, including the impact of these 

programs on staffing and course availability for non-college bound students.  Instructional 

staff at the community colleges and the public schools now meet on a periodic basis to 

match academic standards and to discuss how best to prepare students for college 

expectations. 

Internships and apprenticeships for students in the community are related options 

that have similar benefits and drawbacks to early college programs.  Similar cooperative 
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efforts should be undertaken with the business community to address these issues. 

 

Maintenance and Renovation Needs of Existing Facilities 

The Baltimore County Public Schools have a total of 159 school buildings, totalling 

over 14 million square feet of original or added space.  Of this total square footage, 67% 

was constructed prior to 1970; barely 11% of the total school space has been constructed 

or renovated since 1980.  A July 1996 facilities inventory ranked over 10% of the buildings 

as "fair" condition or worse; a significant portion of the schools are in need of some form of 

modernization, renovation, roof replacement, or other major maintenance work. 

 

While new capacity needs must be met, it is also essential that existing facilities 

serving established communities be maintained and improved.  Although maintenance of 

school facilities does not directly increase school capacity, it has several obvious 

advantages.  First, extending the useful life of existing facilities forestalls the need to create 

new facilities.  If limited overcrowding must be endured in some facilities for the short term, 

it is much more tolerable if those facilities are in good repair.  Also, in order for communities 

to more readily embrace the concept of redistricting, school facilities in neighboring districts 

must be well maintained.  Further, well maintained school facilities located in older 

communities help attract new families.  This helps to stabilize older communities and lessen 

urban sprawl, thus reducing the need for new facilities. 

 

Recognition of these many benefits from an adequately funded  maintenance and 

renovation program has caused the Task Force to view with some concern certain 

elements of the proposed revisions to the Capital Budget and Program.  While the proposal 

adds new high school capacity, and funds general maintenance in the later years of the 

capital program, it also deletes two major and much-needed modernization projects,  
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and reduces funds for other specific renovation projects.  It is important for the County to 

maintain a balanced program of new construction and maintenance and renovation of our 

older existing facilities. 

 

  

 

The future quality of life in Baltimore County will be determined by decisions made 

today and tomorrow about the County’s school system and other public facilities and 

programs, about economic development policy, and the interaction between these public 

and private choices.  Everyone has a stake in that future, and a role to play in making these 

choices - students, parents, the public at large, educators, planners, elected officials, 

developers, and the rest of the business community. 

 

The County’s school facility problems have many causes, and have developed over 

a long period.  Therefore, solving these problems requires a comprehensive approach and 

a patient effort.  This report has not presented a blueprint which can be implemented 

immediately, but a concept plan or framework which requires a cooperative effort from all 

involved parties to decide on the best specific solutions. 
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